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Abstract
We perform a linear BiGlobal modal stability analysis on the separated flow around a NACA
4415 airfoil at low Reynolds numbers (Re = 300–1000) and a high angle of attack (α = 20◦),
with a focus on the effect of the airfoil’s proximity to two different types of ground: a
stationary ground and a moving ground. The results show that the most dominant per-
turbation is a Kelvin–Helmholtz mode, which gives rise to a supercritical Hopf bifurcation
to a global mode, leading to large-scale vortex shedding at a periodic limit cycle. As the
airfoil approaches the ground, this mode can become more unstable or less unstable, de-
pending on the specific type of ground: introducing a stationary ground to an otherwise
groundless system is destabilizing but introducing a moving ground is stabilizing, although
both effects weaken with increasing Re. By performing a Floquet analysis, we find that
short-wavelength secondary instabilities are damped by a moving ground but are amplified
by a stationary ground. By contrast, long-wavelength secondary instabilities are relatively
insensitive to ground type. This numerical–theoretical study shows that the ground can
have an elaborate influence on the primary and secondary instabilities of the separated flow
around an airfoil at low Re. These findings could be useful for the design of micro aerial
vehicles and for improving our understanding of natural flyers such as insects and birds.
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1. Introduction
When an aircraft lands on or takes off from a runway, it flies slowly but at a high angle of
attack, potentially causing the flow over its wings and control surfaces (e.g. flaps and slats)
to separate. However, the aircraft can still be more aerodynamically efficient than in free
flight as a result of its close proximity to the ground, a phenomenon known as the ground
effect [1]. This effect has been exploited not just in conventional aircraft but also in vehicles
specifically designed to fly close to the ground (e.g. A-90 Ekranoplan). The aerodynamic
performance of such Wing-In-Ground-effect (WIG) vehicles has been reviewed by Halloran
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and O’Meara [2] and Rozhdestvensky [3]. Besides playing a role in large-scale aircraft [4]
and WIG vehicles [5], the ground effect can also influence the aerodynamic performance of
micro aerial vehicles [6, 7] and natural flyers such as insects and birds [8, 9, 10].
Although the ground effect has already been extensively studied, previous efforts have
focused mostly on moderate-to-high Reynolds numbers (Re) and low angles of attack (α),
where large-scale flow separation is absent. As will be discussed below, a key aim of the
present study is to investigate the ground effect at low Re and high α, where large-scale flow
separation dominates the aft wake region.
1.1. Previous studies: numerical simulations and laboratory experiments
As mentioned above, most studies on the ground effect have been done at moderate-
to-high Re and low α. For example, using a wind tunnel equipped with a moving ground,
Ahmed et al. [11] conducted experiments on the flow around a NACA 4412 airfoil at Re =
3×105. They found that, for α > 4◦, reducing the ground clearance led to an increase in the
lift coefficient, which was caused by an increase in the pressure under the airfoil. Yang et al.
[12] performed numerical simulations to investigate the aerodynamic performance of a WIG
vehicle flying at 0.3 chord lengths above a curved surface at Re = 6 × 107 and α = 0–5◦.
They found that the pressure under the wing varies periodically in time, creating similarly
periodic variations in the aerodynamic forces acting on the overall vehicle.
Using an immersed boundary–lattice Boltzmann method, Gao et al. [13] numerically
simulated the flow around an insect model equipped with a 25%-thickness elliptical wing
flapping near a wall at Re = 100. They found that the ground effect was particularly strong
when the wing was within two chord lengths of the wall (h < 2) but weakened rapidly
away from the wall, becoming negligible beyond six chord lengths (h > 6). Zhang et al.
[14] examined the hydrodynamics of a flexible plate flapping close to a wall by applying a
sinusoidal force to the leading edge of the plate. In numerical simulations, Li et al. [15]
investigated the laminar flow past an inclined plate near the ground at Re = 300–1000 and
α = 20–30◦, with a focus on the changes in wall shear stress along the ground.
Yang et al. [16] numerically studied the viscous flow around a NACA 0012 airfoil at
h = 0.1, while Lu et al. [10] found that the force coefficients and vorticity distribution of a
flapping wing in ground effect were qualitatively little changed over a wide range of Reynolds
numbers: Re = 100–5000. Taira and Colonius [17] examined the three-dimensional low-Re
flow past an inclined low-aspect-ratio flat plate and found that the flow topology did not
vary significantly between low-Re numerical simulations and high-Re experiments [18].
Over the years, various efforts have been made to enhance the aerodynamic efficiency
of WIG vehicles [3]. One notable example is the development of the power-augmented ram
(PAR) configuration, which involves mounting the engines forward of the wing, enabling
them to blow high-speed exhaust gases under the wing, enhancing the air cushion there and
thus increasing lift, which is particularly useful for take-off. Yang and Yang [19] assessed the
ability of PAR in increasing the lift of a WIG vehicle and found that, when the wings were
lowered from h = 0.3 to 0.1, lift increased while drag decreased, which is consistent with the
trends observed in most WIG vehicles [3]. Recently, Qin et al. [20] numerically investigated
the aerodynamic forces acting on a wing–canard configuration in ground effect at α = 12◦.
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They found that reducing the ground clearance led to an increase in lift owing to changes
in the windward-surface pressure distribution and the formation of leading-edge vortices.
1.2. Previous studies: linear local and global stability analyses
At low α, the stability of the flow around an airfoil in free flight (i.e. without ground
effects) has been the subject of numerous studies. Theofilis and Sherwin [21] and Theofilis
et al. [22] performed linear local and global stability analyses on the flow around a NACA
0012 airfoil at low α and found the dominant instability to be a Kelvin–Helmholtz (KH)
mode. Loh et al. [23] examined the transient growth of a similar airfoil at high Re and low α.
They found the optimal perturbation for energy growth to be controlled by two-dimensional
mechanisms, with the Orr mechanism being the primary cause of vortex shedding.
At high α, large-scale flow separation occurs. Kitsios et al. [24] and Rodŕıguez and
Theofilis [25] analyzed the stability of the separated flow behind an airfoil at low Re and
found the dominant instability to be a stationary mode. For separated flow past a NACA
0015 airfoil at Re = 500, Gioria et al. [26] and He et al. [27] found the leading modal
instability to be a KH mode, with the optimal initial perturbations, calculated via a non-
modal analysis, evolving towards this mode. Using linear stability analysis, Zhang and
Samtaney [28] investigated the separated flow past a NACA 0012 airfoil at Re = 400–1000
and found that the recirculation zone grows with Re, with two oscillatory modes appearing
at a KH-dominated spanwise wavenumber of β = 1 when Re = 800–1000. Using Floquet
analysis, Tsiloufas et al. [29] and Brehm and Fasel [30] examined secondary instabilities in
the flow past NACA airfoils, while He et al. [27] used short-wavelength secondary modes to
recover the stall cells seen in experiments on cylinder wakes [31, 32] and airfoils [33, 34].
An industrial flow configuration that resembles an airfoil in ground effect is that of
compressor or turbine cascades. Analyzing the flow through a low-pressure compressor
cascade, Abdessemed et al. [35] found the dominant instability to be a long-wavelength
secondary mode. Sharma et al. [36] and Rocco et al. [37] used a non-modal stability analysis
to study the flow through a set of low-pressure turbine blades and found that transient
growth can excite a wake mode. He et al. [38] analyzed the linear stability of the wake behind
an elliptical laminar wing and found that the most amplified instability can disrupt the flow
structures connecting wing-tip vortices but has little effect on wing-tip vortex formation
and development. Despite these various studies, however, relatively little has been done
to date to systemically analyze the primary or secondary instability of the flow around an
airfoil positioned at different heights above a stationary or moving ground, especially at the
low-Re, high-α conditions expected in the separated flow around micro aerial vehicles [6, 7].
1.3. Contributions of the present study
In this numerical–theoretical study, we perform a linear BiGlobal modal stability analysis
on the separated flow around a NACA 4415 airfoil at low Reynolds numbers (Re = 300–1000)
and a high angle of attack (α = 20◦), with a focus on the effect of the airfoil’s proximity to
two different types of ground: (i) a stationary ground, which simulates an aircraft landing
on a stationary runway, and (ii) a moving ground, which simulates an aircraft landing on
a moving runway, e.g. an aircraft carrier. We also explore the interaction between the
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separation bubble behind the airfoil and the boundary layer growing along the ground, as
well as performing a Floquet analysis to examine secondary instabilities.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we present the theoretical framework
underpinning linear BiGlobal modal stability analysis. In Sec. 3, we describe the numerical
framework used to solve for the steady and unsteady base flows, including the mesh geometry
and the boundary conditions. In Sec. 4, we discuss the results of the base-flow computations
and the modal stability analysis, focusing on the effect of ground clearance and ground type
on the growth rates and frequencies of the instability modes. In Sec. 5, we conclude by
summarizing the key results and their implications for the design of micro aerial vehicles. A
grid independence study is included in Appendix A.
2. Theoretical framework









where the Reynolds number is defined as Re ≡ U∞c/ν, with U∞ as the free-stream velocity,
c as the chord length of the airfoil, and ν as the kinematic viscosity of air. The dimensionless
velocity vector and pressure are encapsulated in q(x, y, z, t) = (u, p)T = (u, v, w, p)T.
Equation (1) is solved numerically to obtain a steady or time-periodic two-dimensional
base flow q̄(x, y, t) = (ū, p̄)T, on which a linear BiGlobal modal stability analysis is per-
formed [39, 40]. The stability analysis considers small-amplitude three-dimensional unsteady
perturbations defined by q̃(x, y, z, t) = (ũ, p̃)T. Superimposing q̃ onto q̄ leads to the recon-
struction of the total field q = q̄ + εq̃ where ε  1. Substituting this decomposition into
Eqn. (1) yields the linearized Navier–Stokes equations:
∂ũ
∂t





In incompressible flow, the pressure disturbance is a function of the velocity disturbance,




where L is a linear operator. For a BiGlobal stability analysis, the three-dimensional per-
turbation is set to be spanwise homogeneous, ũ(x, y, z, t) = û(x, y)ei(βz−ωt) + c.c., where û
is the amplitude function, β = 2π/Lz is the wavenumber along the spanwise periodic length
Lz, and c.c. is a complex conjugate to ensure that the perturbation is real valued. Here ω is
the complex eigenvalue of the matrix M−1L of the equation:
Lũ = ωMũ, (4)
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which is derived from Eqn. (3). If {ω} > 0, the perturbation grows exponentially in time,
producing an unstable flow. If {ω} < 0, the perturbation decays exponentially in time,
producing a stable flow. If {ω} = 0, the flow is marginally stable.
As a complement to primary stability analysis, a secondary stability analysis based on
Floquet theory [41] is performed in order to investigate the behavior of small-amplitude
three-dimensional perturbations on a time-periodic base flow, q̄(x, y, t) = q̄(x, y, t + T ). In
this analysis, Eqn. (2) contains a T -period operator L whose solution is of the form [42]:
ũ(x, y, z, t) =
∞∑
β=−∞
û(x, y, t)eσteiβz, (5)
where σ is a complex number. The stability of a time-periodic flow is determined by its
Floquet multipliers, |μ| = eσT . If |μ| > 1, the perturbation grows, resulting in instability.
3. Numerical framework
3.1. Meshing
The computational domain has dimensions of Ω = {x ∈ [−10, 25]× y ∈ [0, 15]} (in chord
lengths). The mesh within it is discretized with Gmsh [43] into O(2000) hybrid macro finite
elements, as shown in Fig. 1(left). It is then exported to the open-source software Nektar++
[44], which uses the spectral/hp method to solve partial differential equations. Around the
airfoil, the grid resolution is increased by placing Gauss–Legendre–Lobatto nodes in each
macro element, as shown in Fig. 1 (right) for a case with polynomial order p = 8. A detailed
grid independence study is included in Appendix A.
Fig. 1: (left) Full computational domain with macro elements shown and (right) a zoomed view of the
Gauss–Legendre–Lobatto nodes around the airfoil as discretized with polynomial order p = 8.
3.2. Boundary conditions
As noted in Sec. 1.3, two realistic landing scenarios are considered. In the first scenario,
an aircraft lands on a stationary runway in quiescent air, with zero relative air-to-ground
velocity, implying the absence of a boundary layer. Here it is necessary for the boundary
condition at the bottom of the computational domain to be a slip surface, referred to here-
after as a slip ground. In the second scenario, an aircraft lands on a moving runway (e.g.
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an aircraft carrier), with non-zero relative air-to-ground velocity, implying the presence of
a boundary layer. Here it is necessary for the boundary condition at the bottom of the
computational domain to be a no-slip surface, referred to hereafter as a no-slip ground.
The first scenario (slip ground) is relatively easy to implement, but the second scenario
(no-slip ground) requires additional considerations for the inlet boundary condition because
of the boundary layer growing along the ground. Figure 2 shows the development of a
boundary layer in front of and within the computational domain. The streamwise distance
required for the boundary layer to grow along a non-inclined flat plate from a nominal
upstream stagnation point to the location where the dimensionless thickness is δ = 1 is
defined as xδ, but the actual development length available in the computational domain (i.e.
the distance from the inlet to the airfoil) is just 10. It is therefore necessary to impose at
the inlet (x0 ≡ xδ − 10) an analytical Blasius profile with thickness δx0 , whose exact value
depends on Re ≡ U∞c/ν and Rex ≡ U∞xδ/ν. The dimensionless Blasius boundary-layer
thickness is defined as δ ≈ 5.0x/√Rex, where the streamwise development distance is non-
dimensionalized by the chord length. Table 1 summarizes the properties of the four different
Blasius profiles used for the inlet boundary condition in this study.
U∞
Fig. 2: Schematic of boundary-layer development in front of and within the computational domain.
Table 1: Properties of the Blasius profiles used for the inlet boundary condition.
Re xδ x0 δx0 Rex
300 12 2 0.41 3.6×103
500 20 10 0.71 1.0×104
800 32 22 0.83 2.56×104
1000 40 30 0.87 4.0×104
In the Blasius profile, v is much smaller than u but should not be ignored. Unlike in
Ref. [15], where the v profile was modified to approach zero in the far field, we adopt a v
profile that tends to a constant non-zero value outside the boundary layer. The u and v
profiles imposed at the inlet boundary when Re = 500 are shown in Fig. 3. The pressure
6
at the inlet boundary is defined by a Neumann condition: ∂p/∂n = 0. The ground (y = 0)
and the airfoil (NACA 4415) are defined as no-slip surfaces: u = 0 and ∂p/∂n = 0. The
remaining boundaries (x = 25, y = 15) are defined as outlets: ∂u/∂n = 0 and p = 0.
Throughout this study, a NACA 4415 airfoil is used, with its angle of attack kept constant
at α = 20◦. Focusing on a two-dimensional (infinite span) airfoil, rather than a three-
dimensional (finite span) wing, helps to simplify the flow geometry and stability analysis
[45], without losing the salient features of the problem [38].





while the boundary conditions for perturbations at the outlet are:
∂ũ
∂n
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Fig. 3: Inlet boundary condition as defined by an analytical Blasius profile at Re = 500 (see Table 1).
4. Results and discussion
4.1. DNS of the wake dynamics
Direct numerical simulations (DNS) of the Navier–Stokes equations are performed in two
dimensions to investigate the wake dynamics of a NACA 4415 airfoil at several values of Re
and h but at a single angle of attack of α = 20◦. Because α is kept constant throughout this
study, its value will not be mentioned again from here onwards. Figure 4 shows instantaneous
snapshots of the spanwise vorticity distribution around the airfoil at Re = 500 for five
different heights above a no-slip ground: h = 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8 and 1.0. These particular
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values of h are chosen so as to place the airfoil at various heights within the boundary layer,
where the strongest ground effect is expected. Here h is expressed in chord lengths and is
measured from the airfoil’s trailing edge. The properties of the boundary layer are listed
in Table 1. For comparison, the case with no ground (i.e. without a solid surface at the
bottom of the computational domain) is also shown: h = ∞.
When the airfoil is far from the ground (Fig. 4: h  0.8), large-scale vortex shedding
occurs after the flow separates from the leading and trailing edges, causing the wake to
oscillate in a periodic limit cycle. This is confirmed by Fig. 5, which shows for h = 0.8
(left) a time trace of the instantaneous lift coefficient of the airfoil and (right) a phase
portrait consisting of the u and v components of the local velocity sampled in the wake at
(x, y) = (2.0, 1.0). The time trace shows periodic oscillations at a discrete natural frequency
(see the inset of Fig. 5 for the frequency spectrum) and the phase portrait shows a closed
repetitive trajectory, indicating that the wake oscillates periodically in a limit cycle. This
behavior is characteristic of a globally unstable flow that acts as a self-excited hydrodynamic
oscillator with intrinsic dynamics [46].
As the airfoil approaches the ground (as h decreases), the amplitude of the limit-cycle
oscillations decreases (Fig. 4: h = 0.5) until the wake becomes steady (Fig. 4: h  0.3).
Thus, for a no-slip ground, reducing the ground clearance produces a stabilizing effect,
weakening and then suppressing vortex shedding, causing the wake to transition from a self-
excited hydrodynamic oscillator with an intrinsic natural frequency to a spatial amplifier
of extrinsic perturbations [46]. Similar transitions have been observed before in low-density
jets [47, 48, 49], cross-flowing jets [50], jet diffusion flames [51], thermoacoustic systems
[52, 53, 54], and cylinder wakes [55]. It is worth mentioning that this stabilizing effect of
the ground weakens with increasing Re. For example, for h = 0.3, the wake is steady at
Re = 500 (Fig. 4) but is unsteady at Re = 800 (not shown). A more detailed study of the
effect of Re will be presented in Sec. 4.3.2.
To further explore the wake dynamics of this airfoil–ground system, we show in Fig. 6 the
Strouhal number St ≡ fc/U∞ as a function of h for three different Reynolds numbers: Re =
500, 800 and 1000. Here f is the dominant frequency of the wake oscillations. We also show
the normalized velocity amplitude |u′/ū| sampled in the wake at (x, y) = (2.0, 1.0) for the
same flow conditions. At Re = 500, as h increases from 0.2, |u′/ū| starts off around zero but
then increases in a square-root manner after h reaches a critical value (Hopf point), indicating
a supercritical Hopf bifurcation to a global mode [46]. The onset of vortex shedding, which
coincides with the Hopf point, occurs at h = 0.30–0.35. As Re increases, the critical h
value decreases, showing again that the stabilizing effect of the ground weakens at higher
Re. After the onset of vortex shedding, in the post-bifurcation regime, the St values for all
three Reynolds numbers follow the same scaling, indicating that the length (c) and velocity
(U∞) scales used to define St here are capable of capturing the key flow physics.
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h = 0.2 h = 0.8
h = 0.3 h = 1.0
h = 0.5 h = ∞
No ground
Fig. 4: DNS of the wake dynamics: instantaneous snapshots of the spanwise vorticity distribution around a
NACA 4415 airfoil at Re = 500 for five different heights above a no-slip ground: h = 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8 and
1.0. For comparison, the case with no ground is also shown: h = ∞. The properties of the boundary layer
are listed in Table 1. The colormap for the spanwise vorticity goes from ωz = −5 (blue) to ωz = +5 (red).
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Fig. 5: Evidence of a limit cycle at Re = 500 and h = 0.8 for a no-slip ground: (left) a time trace of the
instantaneous lift coefficient and (right) a phase portrait consisting of u and v sampled at (x, y) = (2.0, 1.0).




















Fig. 6: Evidence of a Hopf bifurcation for a no-slip ground: (left) Strouhal number and (right) normalized
velocity amplitude as a function of ground clearance for three different Reynolds numbers. The data are
sampled in the wake at (x, y) = (2.0, 1.0).
Figure 7 shows the time-averaged static pressure distribution p(x) around the airfoil at
different heights above a no-slip ground. At the leading edge, both the pressure and suction
surfaces experience large spikes in p when h  0.8, but p on the pressure surface gradually
turns negative downstream of the mid-chord location, towards the trailing edge. There is no
significant difference in the p distribution on the pressure surface when h  0.8, but there
is a small increase in p on the suction surface at x ≈ 0.7 when h = 0.8, which, as we will
see in Fig. 8, gives rise to a small drop in the lift coefficient. As the airfoil approaches the
ground (h < 0.8), the magnitude of p on both the pressure and suction surfaces decreases
markedly, resulting in a flatter p distribution. The area enclosed by the upper and lower p
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curves is seen to decrease with decreasing h, which is consistent with the trends observed in
the lift and drag coefficients for the case of a no-slip ground (Fig. 8).

















Fig. 7: Time-averaged static pressure distribution around the airfoil at Re = 500 for different heights above
a no-slip ground.
Figure 8 shows the time-averaged drag coefficient (Cd) and lift coefficient (Cl) as a
function of h for two different types of ground: a slip ground and a no-slip ground. For the
slip ground (i.e. no boundary layer), which is the condition experienced by most aircraft
landing on a stationary runway, decreasing h leads to an increase in pressure below the airfoil,
increasing Cl. However, for the no-slip ground (i.e. with a boundary layer), decreasing h
leads to a decrease in both Cd and Cl. This decrease is caused by the reduced velocities
within the boundary layer, which reduce the lift and drag forces experienced by the airfoil.
As is conventional, the coefficients Cd and Cl are defined here in terms of the free-stream
velocity U∞ (not the local velocity), which means that they are unable to account for the
reduced velocities within the boundary layer. The effect of ground type on primary and
secondary flow instabilities will be explored in Sec. 4.3.3 and Sec. 4.4.2.
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Fig. 8: (left) Drag coefficient and (right) lift coefficient as a function of ground clearance at Re = 500 for
two different types of ground.
4.2. Computation of the steady base flow
For the analysis of primary instabilities (Sec. 4.3), it is necessary to obtain a steady-state
solution of the base flow, even if that base flow may not be naturally steady. A proven way
of doing this is to use selective frequency damping (SFD) [for details, see 56], which provides
a means of filtering out the most unstable modes of the flow, yielding a steady but unstable
solution to the Navier–Stokes equations:{
q̇ = NS(q)− χ(q− q̄),
˙̄q = (q− q̄)/Δ, (8)
where χ is a positive control coefficient, Δ is the width of a first-order low-pass temporal
filter, and q̇ and ˙̄q are time-derivative quantities. Through a careful choice of χ and Δ,
instabilities in the flow can be damped, producing a steady-state solution when q = q̄.
Taking the Re = 500 case as an example, we perform SFD simulations on the unsteady
flow at h = 0.5, 0.8, 1.0 and ∞; recall from Fig. 4 that the h = 0.2 and 0.3 cases are
naturally steady. Figure 9 shows the steady but unstable solutions of the flow in the form
of contour plots of the static pressure. For all six values of h, a large separation bubble can
be seen forming immediately behind the suction surface of the airfoil, as evidenced by the
large region of reverse flow (outlined by a black curve). As the airfoil approaches the ground
(h = ∞ → 0.2), several observations can be made:
(i) The separation bubble decreases linearly in length Lb (Fig. 10), as measured down-
stream from the origin (x = 0), while the angle that its primary axis makes with the
x-axis increases to a tip-up orientation. This is thought to occur because, as the airfoil
becomes increasingly immersed in the viscous boundary layer, the flow around it slows
down, reducing the speed of advection.
(ii) The long separation bubbles observed when h  0.5 are unstable, with a natural
tendency to oscillate about a mean state, even without turbulence in the free-stream.
(iii) The location of the separation point on the suction surface moves gradually down-
stream, away from the leading edge.
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(iv) The static pressure distribution on both the pressure and suction surfaces decreases in
magnitude and shifts towards the leading edge.
Collectively, these findings suggest that the geometrical changes occurring in the sepa-
ration bubble are not due to changes in the effective width of the wake, but could be due to
changes in the static pressure distribution on the suction surface of the airfoil.
h = 0.2 h = 0.8
h = 0.3 h = 1.0
h = 0.5 h = ∞
No ground
Fig. 9: Steady base-flow solutions for input into the primary stability analysis of Sec. 4.3: contours of
the static pressure [(blue) −1.5  p  1.5 (red)] at Re = 500 for five different heights above a no-slip
ground: h = 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8 and 1.0. For comparison, the case with no ground is also shown: h = ∞. The
separation bubble is indicated by a region of reverse flow (outlined by a black curve).











Fig. 10: Length of the separation bubble as a function of ground clearance at the conditions of Fig. 9.
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4.3. Primary stability analysis
4.3.1. Effect of ground clearance
Figure 11 shows predictions from a primary stability analysis performed on the six base
flows shown in Fig. 9. These flows are all at Re = 500 but at five different heights above a
no-slip ground: h = 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8 and 1.0. For comparison, the case with no ground is
also shown: h = ∞. Cases with a slip ground will be examined in Sec. 4.3.3.
An inspection of the growth rates reveals that the traveling modes (hollow markers) –
referred to as the Kelvin–Helmholtz (KH) modes [27] – are the most unstable. By contrast,
the stationary modes (solid markers) are less unstable/more stable, with higher spanwise
wavenumbers (β). At h = 0.2 and 0.3, the perturbations in the range β ∈ [0, 15] are all
stable, decaying asymptotically with time. These perturbations are mostly stationary, except
(i) at h = 0.2 with β = 0.25–0.5, where there are KH modes oscillating at low frequencies,
and (ii) at h = 0.3 with β = 0–2, where there are KH modes oscillating at high frequencies.
The perturbations first become unstable at h = 0.5, starting with β ≈ 3.5. This marginal-
stability boundary is consistent with our DNS results showing that the wake transitions from
a steady fixed point to an unsteady limit cycle at a critical ground clearance of h = 0.30–
0.35 (Figs. 4 and 6). Unlike the steady cases (h  0.3), the unsteady cases (h  0.5) have
unstable stationary modes dominating at Lz ≈ 1 ∼ 2 (3  β  5). The growth rates of
these modes converge to a common decay as β increases above approximately 6. When the
airfoil is near the edge of the boundary layer (h = 0.8–1.0), both the growth rate and St
approach those of the case with no ground (h = ∞), indicating that the airfoil must be
within the boundary layer in order for perturbations to be affected by the ground.


































Fig. 11: Effect of ground clearance: modal stability analysis of the separated flow around a NACA 4415
airfoil at the flow conditions of Fig. 9: (left) growth rate and (right) Strouhal number, both as a function of
the spanwise wavenumber. Hollow markers denote traveling modes; solid markers denote stationary modes.
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Figure 12 shows the normalized amplitude function at Re = 500 and h = 0.3 for two
different classes of modes: (left) a traveling mode at β = 1 and (right) a stationary mode
at β = 4. The traveling mode, or KH mode, emerges first in the wake immediately behind
the airfoil and then grows in the downstream direction. By contrast, the stationary mode,
which is more damped than the KH mode, is dominated by its streamwise component û,
which is distributed throughout the wake region and within the boundary layer. Its spanwise
component ŵ is confined to the separation zone immediately behind the airfoil.
Fig. 12: Normalized amplitude function of the perturbations for (left) a traveling mode at β = 1 and (right)
a stationary mode at β = 4. From top to bottom, the three perturbation components are û, v̂ and ŵ. The
flow conditions are Re = 500 and h = 0.3. The gray-scale range is −0.1 û, v̂, ŵ  +0.1
4.3.2. Effect of Reynolds number
To explore the effect of Re, we show in Fig. 13 predictions at h = 0.5 for three different
Reynolds numbers: Re = 500, 800 and 1000. Although the boundary-layer thickness at
the streamwise location of the airfoil is equal in all three cases, both the growth rate and
frequency are seen to increase with Re. This increase is large when Re = 500 → 800 but
small when Re = 800 → 1000, indicating that the destabilizing effect of Re weakens with
increasing Re. It is worth noting that the range of β over which stationary modes arise
shrinks with increasing Re. The predictions shown in Fig. 13 are for a no-slip ground but
the qualitative trends also apply to the case of a slip ground (not shown).
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Fig. 13: Effect of Re: modal stability analysis of the separated flow around a NACA 4415 airfoil at h = 0.5 for
three different Reynolds numbers and a no-slip ground. (left) Growth rate and (right) Strouhal number,
both as a function of the spanwise wavenumber. Hollow markers denote traveling modes; solid markers
denote stationary modes.
Figure 14 is analogous to Fig. 11 but at a higher Re of 800 (vs Re = 500). As with our
earlier observations, the growth rates at Re = 800 are higher and decay more slowly than
those at Re = 500. Between h = 0.8 and 1.0, the predictions are similar, indicating again
that the effect of the ground is limited to within the boundary layer.
































Fig. 14: The same as for Fig. 11 but at a higher Reynolds number: Re = 800.
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4.3.3. Effect of ground type: no-slip vs slip
Switching from a no-slip ground (with a boundary layer defined by the Blasius profiles
of Table 1) to a slip ground (without a boundary layer) results in a more unstable wake.
This can be seen in the DNS results of Fig. 15, which compares the vorticity distribution
between the two types of ground at Re = 300 and h = 0.5. It can also be seen in the
instability analysis of Fig. 16, which shows that the slip ground does indeed produce the
highest growth rates across the entire range of β examined. This destabilizing effect of
the slip ground occurs because the removal of the boundary layer enables the velocity near
the ground to increase to that of the free-stream, increasing the velocity experienced by
the airfoil when h < 1. Thus, switching from a no-slip ground to a slip ground is akin to
increasing Re, producing a similar destabilizing effect on the separated flow.
Fig. 15: Vorticity distribution at Re = 300 and h = 0.5 for two different types of ground: (left) a no-slip
ground and (right) a slip ground.
Compared with the no-ground case, a slip ground is destabilizing but a no-slip ground
is stabilizing. However, there is no significant difference in frequency between a slip ground
and no ground, with both cases producing a higher St than a no-slip ground. For all three
types of ground, the transition from a traveling mode (hollow markers) to a stationary mode
(solid markers) occurs at approximately the same spanwise wavenumber: β ≈ 2.5. For a
no-slip ground, the particular flow condition shown in Fig. 16 (Re = 300, h = 0.5) is at the
marginal-stability boundary (β = 0) for the onset of vortex shedding.
In summary, introducing a slip ground to an otherwise groundless system is destabilizing
but introducing a no-slip ground is stabilizing. This shows that, depending on its specific
type, the ground can have different effects on the primary stability of the separated flow
around an airfoil at low Re.
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Fig. 16: Effect of ground type: modal stability analysis of the separated flow around a NACA 4415 airfoil
at Re = 300 and h = 0.5 for three different types of ground: no ground, slip ground, and no-slip ground.
(left) Growth rate and (right) Strouhal number, both as a function of the spanwise wavenumber. Hollow
markers denote traveling modes; solid markers denote stationary modes.
4.3.4. Effect of the input base state: SFD vs time averaging
To assess the sensitivity of the stability analysis to the input base state, we compare
in Fig. 17 predictions from two different types of base states: one computed with selective
frequency damping (SFD) and one computed with time averaging. These were introduced
in Sec. 4.2. There are many similarities but also some important differences between the two
methods. Both predict that the two most dominant modes are the traveling and stationary
modes. However, the time-averaging method predicts these to be stable across the full range
of spanwise wavenumbers considered, whereas the SFD method predicts both the traveling
and stationary modes to be unstable. From the DNS results of Fig. 4, which are obtained at
the same conditions as Fig. 17, the flow can be seen to oscillate periodically in a limit cycle,
indicating that the SFD method is more accurate than the time-averaging method when it
comes to predicting the growth rate of perturbations. A similar conclusion has been reached
before in the analysis of cylinder wakes [57] and the flow around a NACA 0015 airfoil at
Re = 1000 [30]. Nevertheless, the Strouhal number shows relatively little difference between
the two methods. For the most dominant mode, the SFD method gives St = 0.333 while the
time-averaging method gives St = 0.359; these predictions are within 8% of the DNS value
of St = 0.361. Given that the time-averaged base flow can be computed relatively quickly
and cheaply, it could be argued that the time-averaging method is acceptable for situations
in which only frequency predictions are required. However, if the situation calls for accurate
predictions of the growth rate as well, the SFD method should be used.
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Fig. 17: Effect of the input base state: modal stability analysis of the separated flow around a NACA 4415
airfoil at Re = 500 and h = 0.5 for two different types of base states: one computed with SFD and one
computed with time averaging. (left) Growth rate and (right) Strouhal number, both as a function of the
spanwise wavenumber. Hollow markers denote traveling modes; solid markers denote stationary modes.
4.4. Secondary stability analysis
We perform a Floquet analysis to investigate the stability of three-dimensional pertur-
bations on a time-periodic base flow computed with two-dimensional DNS. Care is taken to
ensure that the flow settles into a saturated limit cycle with a nominally fixed amplitude and
frequency, by monitoring the evolution of the lift and drag coefficients at several locations
within the flow. The integration of Eqn. 5 requires a phase-averaged flow, which we obtain
from 32 discretized slices of one oscillation period of the two-dimensional base flow.
Figure 18 shows the Floquet multiplier (μ) at Re = 500 for three different heights above
a no-slip ground (h = 0.5, 0.8, 1.0) and for the case with no ground (h = ∞). Starting
with the no-ground case (h = ∞), we find two crests in the perturbation curve. The crest
at β ≈ 3 is the so-called long-wavelength (LW) mode, which is very close to the critical
wavenumber [27] but is stable (μ < 1). By contrast, the crest at β ≈ 11 is the so-called
short-wavelength (SW) mode, which is unstable with μ peaking at around 1.5, indicating a
secondary bifurcation of the time-periodic base flow.
As the airfoil approaches the ground (h = ∞ → 1.0), the SW mode (β ≈ 11) becomes
less unstable, while the LW mode (β ≈ 3) becomes less stable (even bordering on slightly
unstable), although the amplitude of the LW mode is still much smaller than that of the
SW mode. Closer to the ground (h = 0.8), the SW mode (β ≈ 11) continues to weaken,
becoming stable (μ < 1), while the LW mode (β ≈ 3) remains close to the marginal-stability
boundary (μ = 1.0009). Closer to the ground still (h = 0.5), the SW mode (β ≈ 9.5) is now
significantly more stable than the LW mode (β ≈ 4.5), which has shifted to a slightly higher
spanwise wavenumber and has weakened in amplitude (μ < 1), indicating the absence of
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secondary instabilities. This shows that a no-slip ground can have a stabilizing effect on
secondary instabilities – much as it does on primary instabilities (Sec. 4.3).
Figure 19 shows contours of the spanwise vorticity amplitude function for the LW mode
(β ≈ 3) and the SW mode (β ≈ 11) at Re = 500 and h = 1.0 with a no-slip ground. In
the LW mode (Fig. 19 left), the vortices shed behind the airfoil interact strongly with the
developing boundary layer, especially after five chord lengths from the airfoil. This inter-
action causes the initially coherent wake structures to merge together, becoming distorted.
In the SW mode (Fig. 19 right), the vorticity distribution is particularly strong near the
trailing edge, covering around one quarter-chord of the suction surface. However, this SW
perturbation decays more rapidly in the streamwise direction than the LW perturbation
does, nearly vanishing by around five chord lengths from the airfoil, even though the SW
mode has a higher maximum amplitude than the LW mode. This shows that although the
SW mode is more unstable than the LW mode, its effect is limited to a relatively small
region behind the airfoil, whereas the effect of the LW mode persists farther downstream.
In the boundary layer along a flat plate, the flow starts off as being laminar, then enters
a transition regime above a critical Rex, and eventually becomes turbulent at a higher Rex.
The natural transitional Reynolds number is typically Rex = 3.9 × 106 [58], which is two
orders of magnitude higher than the maximum Rex found in our study (Rex = 7.5 × 104),
which occurs at the downstream end of our computational domain. This shows that the
distorted structures seen in Fig. 19 (left) are caused by an inherent feature of the LW
mode, not by transition in the boundary layer.













Fig. 18: Secondary instability analysis: Floquet multiplier as a function of the spanwise wavenumber at
Re = 500 for three different heights above a no-slip ground and the case with no ground: h = 0.5, 0.8, 1.0
and ∞.
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Fig. 19: Spanwise vorticity amplitude function (ω̂z) of two Floquet modes at Re = 500 and h = 1.0 with a
no-slip ground: (left) LW mode at β ≈ 3 and (right) SW mode at β ≈ 11.
4.4.1. Stall cells
In linear stability analysis, the total flow field can be reconstructed by superimposing
small-amplitude perturbations onto the base flow. This is shown in Fig. 20, with the surface
streamlines shown in Fig. 21. For both the LW mode (β ≈ 3) and the SW mode (β ≈ 11),
the streamwise and spanwise vorticities are visualized three-dimensionally via multiplication
with the amplitude ε = 5× 10−4.
Fig. 20: Three-dimensional reconstruction of Fig. 19 via a superposition of two periods of the secondary
perturbation onto the time-periodic base flow: (left) LW mode at β ≈ 3 and (right) SW mode at β ≈ 11.
The blue-red hues show the streamwise vorticity, the black-white tones show the spanwise vorticity, and the
navy background shows the airfoil and the no-slip ground.
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Fig. 21: Surface streamlines of Fig. 20: (left) LW mode at β ≈ 3 and (right) SW mode at β ≈ 11.
For the SW mode (β ≈ 11), there are stall cells on the upper surface of the airfoil with
a wavelength of Lz = 6π/11. In a previous study [27], similar stall cells were found in the
flow around an airfoil without a ground. The fact that we find stall cells here shows that
the ground does not have a major influence on the formation of stall cells. For the LW
mode (β ≈ 3), there are no stall cells, but the wake behind the airfoil is still perturbed,
particularly along the ground.
For both the SW and LW modes, Fig. 21 shows that the streamlines ahead of the airfoil
run parallel to the free-stream. Behind the airfoil, the streamlines near the ground surface
of the LW mode converge and then diverge with downstream development, whereas those
of the SW mode remain parallel to the free-stream.
4.4.2. Effect of ground type: no-slip vs slip
Figure 22 explores the effect of ground type on secondary instabilities at Re = 500
and h = 0.8. The LW mode (β ≈ 3) is relatively insensitive to ground type, but the SW
mode (β ≈ 11) is not: it is stable with a no-slip ground, unstable with no ground, and the
most unstable with a slip ground. Therefore, similar to what we observed in our analysis of
primary instabilities (Sec. 4.3.3), introducing a slip ground to an otherwise groundless system
is destabilizing but introducing a no-slip ground is stabilizing. This is thought to occur
because a slip ground increases the velocity under the airfoil, increasing the local shear and
thus amplifying the instability. By contrast, a no-slip ground decreases the velocity under
the airfoil, decreasing the local shear and thus weakening the instability. These results show
that, depending on its specific type, the ground can have differing effects on the secondary
stability of the separated flow around an airfoil at low Re.
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Fig. 22: Effect of ground type on secondary instabilities at Re = 500 and h = 0.8.
5. Conclusions
In this numerical–theoretical study, we have performed a linear BiGlobal modal stability
analysis on the separated flow around a NACA 4415 airfoil at low Reynolds numbers (Re =
300–1000) and a high angle of attack (α = 20◦), with a focus on the effect of the airfoil’s
proximity to two different types of ground: (i) a stationary ground, which is used to simulate
an aircraft landing on a stationary runway and is modeled as a slip ground without a
boundary layer, and (ii) a moving ground, which is used to simulate an aircraft landing on a
moving runway (e.g. an aircraft carrier) and is modeled as a no-slip ground with a boundary
layer defined analytically by the Blasius profile.
The most dominant perturbation was found to be a traveling mode of the Kelvin–
Helmholtz type, which gives rise to a supercritical Hopf bifurcation to global instability,
resulting in a periodic limit cycle in the form of large-scale vortex shedding behind the air-
foil. As the clearance between the airfoil and the ground decreases, this mode can become
more unstable or less unstable, depending on the specific type of ground present: introduc-
ing a slip ground (stationary ground) to an otherwise groundless system is destabilizing but
introducing a no-slip ground (moving ground) is stabilizing, although both effects weaken
with increasing Re. By performing a Floquet analysis, we found that short-wavelength sec-
ondary instabilities are damped by a no-slip ground but are amplified by a slip ground. By
contrast, long-wavelength secondary instabilities are relatively insensitive to ground type.
This study shows that the ground can have an elaborate influence on the primary and sec-
ondary instabilities of the separated flow around an airfoil at low Re. These findings could
have important implications for the design of micro aerial vehicles and for the understanding
of natural flyers such as insects and birds.
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Appendix A. Demonstration of grid independence
To confirm the grid independence of mesh M1 in Fig. 1, we perform a two-step procedure
as per Refs. [35, 27]:
1. We incrementally increase the polynomial order p in the spectral/hp code. Table A.2
shows the force coefficients (Cd and Cl) and vorticity (ωz) sampled at a location in the
wake, (x, y) = (3, 0.5), for several values of p. It is clear that, as long as p  8, ωz is
accurate to four decimal places.
2. We examine the density of the discretized elements in the computational domain. We
double the element density in the wake region behind the airfoil in order to build a
new mesh, M2. A recalculation of the vorticity at the location (x, y) = (3, 0.5) with
p = 8 gives ωz = 0.385968, which is almost identical (to five decimal places) to the
value obtained with mesh M1, ωz = 0.385965. Balancing computational efficiency and
cost, we use mesh M1 and p = 8 in our base-flow simulations and stability analysis.
To further validate the mesh quality, we perform a sensitivity analysis. Table A.3 com-
pares the direct and adjoint modes of the two-dimensional flow at Re = 500, α = 20◦ and
h = 0.3. The two modes are nearly identical (to three decimal places), indicating that the
computational domain is large enough to have no significant influence on the stability of the
computed flow. The vorticity distribution of these direct and adjoint modes are shown in
Fig. A.23. The adjoint analysis shows a zone of strong sensitivity around the airfoil, with
the wake region containing perturbations that resemble braid-like convective modes.
Table A.2: Grid independence study, where the error is based on ωz in mesh M1.
p Cd Cl ωz Error (%)
5 0.08372 0.15278 0.387149 0.1550
6 0.08374 0.15386 0.386365 0.0366
7 0.08376 0.15280 0.386333 0.0334
8 0.08377 0.15279 0.385965 0.0034
9 0.08378 0.15281 0.385986 0.0013
10 0.08379 0.15282 0.385999 –
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Table A.3: Global stability analysis of the flow at Re = 500 and h = 0.3 with β = 0.
ωr ωi
Direct mode -0.0304 1.7517
Adjoint mode -0.0307 1.7516
Fig. A.23: Vorticity distribution of the (left) direct and (right) adjoint modes at Re = 500 and h = 0.3
with β = 0.
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